however speciously, when challenging Herodotus.'3 Moreover, it has never been conclusively demonstrated that Ephorus engaged in wholesale invention of events which never took place.14 Indeed, Porphyry later claimed that Ephorus sometimes transposed verbatim 3,000 entire lines from the works of Daimachus, Callisthenes, and Anaximenes.15 Although we should not necessarily take 'verbatim' (avraiFs AEctLV) literally, this demonstrates that Ephorus stuck close to his authorities and did not aim at a fabricated novelty in his treatment of past events. Thus it is reasonable to look for possible sources for his Thermopylae narrative. If, then, Ephorus had a source for the night attack, who might it have been? It could not have come from Ctesias; since to judge from Photius' paraphrase, Ctesias placed the 300 Spartans at Plataea, not at Thermopylae. 16 The once popular theory that Ephorus relied on an early authoritative fifth-century account of the Persian Wars by Dionysius of Miletus, who is little more than a name to us, has been thoroughly discredited.17 Who else is Ephorus likely to have consulted?
First of all, it is important to point out that there are at least two features of Diodorus' account which some modern scholars have accepted over Herodotus. This suggests that Ephorus was not relying strictly on his own imagination. One feature concerns the allegiance of the Thebans who fought on the Greek side (discussed later in this paper). The other has to do with the number of Lacedaemonians who fought at Thermoplyae. Herodotus only mentions the 300 Spartiates chosen by Leonidas (7.205.2) and gives a total of 3,100 Peloponnesian hoplites (7.202); but he later quotes an epitaph (7.228.1) to the effect that 4,000 men from the Peloponnese fought at Thermopylae. Diodorus (11.4.5) seems to say that there were 1,000 Lacedaemonians in addition to the 300 Spartiates ('of the Lacedaemonians there were 1,000 and with them 300 Spartiates').18 What he actually means, however, is that there were 1,000 in 15 FGrH 70 Ephorus, T 17. 16 FGrH 688, F 13.28. Although Photius' epitome of Ctesias' highly idiosyncratic account of the Persian Wars is extremely jejune, other significant differences are apparent. Ctesias (F 13.27) claimed that Xerxes sent 40,000 soldiers by the mountain path and that they were guided by the two leading men of Trachis, whereas Diodorus (11.8.4-5) implies that the path was revealed by a local Trachinian peasant ('a certain one of the natives who was familiar with the mountainous area') and puts the Persian force at 20,000. On the other hand, Photius' bald statement that the . 9) , pp. 134-5, suggests that it is the epitaph which is wrong. Hammond, op. cit., (n. 9), p. 7, accepts Diodorus, but believes that 4,000 is a round number. all (700 Lacedaemonians and 300 Spartiates); for he also says that Leonidas decided to take only 1,000 Lacedaemonians (11.4.2) and that he marched out to Thermopylae with a force of 4,000 men, including 3,000 other Greeks (11.4.5-6). Thus Diodorus agrees with the epitaph. The most likely explanation is that Herodotus neglected to mention the 700 Lacedaemonians (who were perioeci) because they did not stay to perish with the 300 Spartiates (actually, 298 'HpoU6"rov). At a minimum this indicates that Simonides did not mention the branding. I would suggest that he also omitted any reference to the Theban presence with Leonidas after the other allies had escaped, and that Ephorus followed his authority on this point as well.
As for the other peculiar features, Herodotus and Diodorus agree that on the first day of the battle the Medes attacked first, followed by the Persian Immortals. But Herodotus (7.212) does not say which nationalities among Xerxes' forces fought the Greeks on the second day of the battle. Diodorus (11.8.1), however, has Xerxes 'choose from every nation the men who seemed to excel in courage and boldness'. This 'picked' force was also easily defeated, thus demonstrating the martial superiority of the Greeks. an honest account.53 This is not to claim that it is always impossible to reconstruct a battle within a broad outline, and at first glance archaeology appears to support Herodotus' version of the Spartans' last stand.
In 1939 extensive excavations were undertaken at Thermopylae by S. Marinatos and it is now universally accepted that he identified what he called the 'Colonos' (which is merely the Greek word for 'hill'), 'the hillock to which the remaining three hundred Spartans and seven hundred Thespians retired and died to the last man'.54 Diodorus (11.10.4) seems to state that Leonidas and his force were eventually surrounded and shot down in the Persian camp itself. In Herodotus (7.225.2-3) , by contrast, they were annihilated on a hill which was inside the Phocian wall. Marinatos's discovery of a great number of bronze and iron arrowheads of various 'oriental types' (mostly of the triangular bronze type with three sharp edges) from the slopes of a suitably located hill seemed to confirm this.55 Nor can one easily argue that Diodorus, through compression of his source, has simply omitted the Spartan retreat to the hill, because Plutarch (866a) also claims that they were surrounded and killed in the enemy camp. It is just possible (and the narratives of Diodorus, Plutarch, and Justin do not strictly preclude this) that after a night attack a remnant of Leonidas' force found its way back to the hill specified by Herodotus and there perished, but this cannot be pressed.56 Alternatively, it is also possible that the placing of a lion on that hill in honour of Leonidas (Hdt. 7.225.2) and the burial of the dead there (Hdt. 7.228.1) gave rise to a post-Simonidean tradition that the Spartans had made there last stand there as well. In this case the arrowheads would have to be otherwise explained. In the absence of any detailed excavation report that might be an impossibility, but here is a suggestion. In the 1820s W M. Leake described the burial mound of the Athenian dead at Marathon as follows:
The tumulus is known by the name of Sor6, (6 Zopdo) the tomb, the word which has probably been applied to it by the people of Attica ever since its erection: it is about thirty feet high, and two hundred yards in circumference, composed of a light mould mixed with sand, amidst which I found many brazen heads of arrows, about an inch in length, of a trilateral form, and pierced at the top with a round hole for the reception of the shaft .... All these were probably discharged by the Persian bowmen, and, having been collected after the action, were thrown into the grave of the Athenians, as an offering to the victorious dead, who thus received the first marks of those heroic honours which were ever afterwards paid to them by the Marathonii. Leake speculated that these arrowheads had been 'collected after the action' and 'thrown into the grave of the Athenians'. N. G. L. Hammond, however, asserts that in such a scenario the arrowheads should have been placed over the layer of ash (which is three meters below the present top of the mound); he concludes that 'their presence on the top soil of the mound is due to the fact that they were lying on the earth which the Greeks brought in last when making the mound in 490 B.C. '58 Whichever explanation is the right one, the find at Marathon has implications for Thermopylae which have gone unnoticed. Interestingly, Marinatos found evidence that identical arrowheads had once been on the top of the so-called Colonos as well. He excavated a later bastion (possibly Hellenistic) on the north side of the hill overhanging the sea. The bastion seems to have been filled in with earth (of a deep brown colour characteristic of fifth-century levels) from the summit and higher levels; this earth 'proved to be full of arrowheads belonging exclusively to the three-sided bronze type'.59 Thus it is possible that the bronze arrowheads found at Thermopylae, which are of the same triangular three-edged type as those from Marathon, were deposited on the hill by the Greeks themselves, either purposefully as a votive or coincidentally as part of the fill placed over the graves.
Herodotus says that the slain were buried where they fell (7.228.1), but, as suggested above, that may have been a false inference; that is, they may well have been buried on the hill, but they did not necessarily fall there. Wherever they died, the Colonus was a suitable place for burial, and Roman and Byzantine graves have been excavated there.60 It may also have been inferred that Leonidas himself must have died before the retreat to the hillock, since a Spartan king would never have ordered a retreat in the face of the enemy. Whether such 'inferences' were due to Herodotus himself or to an oral tradition which he heard, it is impossible to say.
IV. CONCLUSION
Whether we choose to believe Herodotus' or Ephorus' version of events (and it may be that neither has very accurately represented what actually happened during the final struggle),61 it is important for us to come to terms with Ephorus' historical method given how widely he was used by later authors. And one aspect of his method seems to have been not to invent whole episodes out of his own imagination, but to correct standard sources (such as 
